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Interim Report . ABSTRACT 



Title ; ' STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SUMMER s'cHOOL PROGRAM: 1982-83 % 
Interim Evaluation. Report 

Contact Persons : Evangelina Mangino, Glynn Ligon ; 

No. of Pages \ t^u 

Sammary : . ' 

This report presents the evaluation findings for the 1982 SCE Summer 
School Program. It contains a description of the program, information 
about the data collection procedures employed in the evaluation, and a 
discussion of the student outcomes achieved by the program. 

Achievement results indicate that seventh graders benefited from attending 
summer school. The benefit. is hdgher when students are promoted to grade 8 
A better assessment of the effect of' summer school on eighth graders may be 
possible in. the future if the District adopts a test that allows a contin- 
uous analysis cf achievement ^gains from junior to senior high schooi^. 

The combined effect of attending summer school and being promoted to" the 
next grade on one_hand_i and .tip t attending Summer school and being retained 
seems to account for thei significant, difference in achi-evement gains be-; 
tween summer school and nonsumraer school students. 

: )■ 



inicruninc Descrlpclon: Idva Tescs of Basic Skills ,__lii8 .j^^cion Fq 



Brief _de3crlpclon of che Insc^rumeHt^ : _ __ v • _• . ^ - 

The ITBS la a s candafdlzed mul;clple-cholce achlevcmenc- cesc battery . Lev*?! 5 was given 

CO kindergarcen students tb measure skills In the. areas of listening (spring .only) , 

laiiguage (fall and spring), and math (spring ohly)^ Levels 7 and. 8 were gl/en.to grades 
rand 2, reapectivel-/, to measure_skliis in the areas of word analysis , vocaBulary, - reading 
cdmprehensidn, soelllfig, oiath concepts, math problems, _and _math cqaputation. _lTBS tevals 
9-14 were administered to grades 3-8 with the test . level for students in grades 4-6. chosen 
on the basis of their previous achievement scdires (with . teacher £<^ew) . Levels 9-14 _ 
include subtests in ali the areas _mentioned for levels 7 and 8 , «|tc\pt for wdrd analysis. 
In Addition, levels 9-14 in^clude subtests measuring capitalization, . punctuation, usage, 
visual material^, ^^nd reference 'maccrtals . 

\ • ' 4» 

To whom uas the tn^ rument administ e red ? 

SlI elementary and. Junior . high, students, _grades _K-8^ . Spec ial eduCfit Ion s tudehts were . 

exempted'as per Board Policy 5t27_atJd its supporting admlnis trat Ive regulat ion . Students 

of limited English proficiency (LEP) were riot"*exempC, but could be excused . after qne_ Ceg t 

on which they cquld_no5functio> validly.^ Scores for students who were monolingual or 

dominant in a language- other than English were not included In the schodl dr District 

summaries. i 

t * 

^ How many^ imei w as the 4ast-r^meh^ administered ? 

Once to each student- in grades 1-8, twice to students in kinder^ir ten . 

Wh^n i>as tihe ihstrumen.: adrairtstered ? - o ^ — 

The -dates for the junior high adnihistratidh were February 16» 17, and 18,. 1982 , _ and. _ _ 
Febrtiary 15, 16, and 17,_1983^_ Tests were admiriste-ed in the radrriirig. Mske-ups were 
admihiscered the week after the regular testing. | 

; ' . . . _ i.,-^ ; 

Wher e was tffe ^^s t rumen t adminis tered ? > - - . _ - _ , . _ 

In each AISD elementary and junior high school, usually Iti the • s Cudent 's regular class- 
room. 

VTho adm inistered the instrument ? • - ^ _ ' . . _ _ _ .. .. ... 

Classroom teachers in the elementary schools! In thVjuntor high schools, the-.counselqr 
or principal a-iministered the test»_over the public address system using taped.dlrections 
jrdvided by'ORE, -Teachers and .counselors, receiyed wricfcen instructions from ORE, includ- 
ing a checklist of prdcedurea. cii.l a script to follow in test administration. 

What training did t-^ s admini j trdror s -have ? _ __ . 

Building Test Coordinators participated in planning sessions prior to the testing, 
teacher training was the responsibility of the. Building, Test_Coordin3tor. However, 
ceacher inservice training was available . from ORE upon request. Teachers, and counselors 
r^iceived written_lnstructiqns from ORE. including a checktls: of procedures and a script 
CO follow in test administration, 

y^._che instrument administered under standardized .^ondition^ ? ... . . 

' Yes. Standardized instructions were distributed.. ORE pe^rsonnel monitored _in__a random . ♦ 
selection of classroqms_with results indicating that testing conditions were reasdnably 
cdhsistent across che District. ^ . ' v, 

;jere-t herG oro hlems with che ihstrament or the admin i stration that might affect t^ 

vali dity of the da-tar ? " ~_ ^ . _ .... ^. 

Nd knowti problems with the instrument. Problems in the administratldn are documented 
in the mdnitdrs' Reports which a;£e available at ORE. . _ ; 

Vho- ^evel opc ! th e instrum e^^ ? * -- ^ . " * 

The University of Iowa. ThTTTBS is published by the Riverside Publisaing Company. 

What raliabilitv and valtdttv data are available o n -^he instrument? . 

Thn^iiabllity of individual subtests and area cdtals as summarised, by Kuder-Richardson 
Formula 20 coefficients, ranges from .75 to ,97. acrdss test levels.. Coef f Iclents fqr ^ _ 
the total battery range from .94 to .99, across test levels. EquIValenc-iorms reliability 
coefficients, calculated for grades 3-8, ranse.frqm__.71_to .92. across subtests and area 
cgcals . The issues df cdntenc arid . construct validity are addressed in the publisher s 
preliminary cdchnical summary pp . 13-15 . ' ^ ^ 

Are there no rm data, available ..for interpreti ng the results? , . 

Mcrm data are available in the Tear.her's Guide. The Teacher^s Guide provides empirical 
noT^is (grade equivalent, percentile. staSine) for the fall and spring.. . Interpolated 
norms are available for midyear. >Jation^l. large city, and school building ncrms are 



available. ^ 



^In3£tjimfint_ J)efl£r±p£tQn;__ S£qAienJ:i^]^:r&a£3.. of Sducatlgnal Progress (STEP) ,__S.erie3 . II., Forms. 



^ I - - — ~ - ■ ' r. 

the STEP Is a scaiidarc'ized, mulciple-^hbice achievement test baceery^ In 1982-83, 
AiSD."U3ed 4_sub3e.c of che.comisiete battery, o^^ M^hanics of Writing and 

Science tests. . These . tests* wfll be given every other year, 'alternating with the 
English Expression and Social Scudles tests. Tests given each year are Reading, 
Math Computanion, and Math Basic Concepts. 



Ali. Students In grades 9-12. Special _ education students were exempted as per Board 
Policy. 5127 and its supporting administrative regulation. Students of limited ■ 
EiTglish prbficdency (LEP) Were hot <^empe, but could be. excused afr.er one test on 
which they could not function validly. 



3flv aanT rlrina vaa the 

' ^ ' 

Once to each student. 



_V ^ _ ' : 

The STEP was administered oyer a two-day .period—April 6 and 7. Tests were, adminis- 
C'ered.ia the morning from about 8:30 until approximateiy^^ttoon each day. Make-ups were 
administered oh two cohsecu^ive Sacurctays, npril 16 and^23. 

.^1 



the STEP was administered at each XISD ^Igh school (including StobbUns and Keaiing) . 
Make-ups were admiaisnered an Reagan ^igh School. 



Tesc Instructions were 'given over . the . pu_blic_address system at each school, either by 
Che couhseldf ot by a. tape, recording . provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test j)ro^tors 
in each classroom. The make-up t-eatirlg was. administered and proctored by ORE oerscmnel , 
VHac cralat:^? did cha adr^lnlscrratars ha'^e ? \ 

teachers and tounseiors received written ihstructidhs from ORE, ihcludiijg a -Checklist, 
of procedures and an exact script to foyqw\ in test administratis .'^^^_.9^ personnel 
who administered the make-ups were thoroughly trained in administering tests. 



Vaa the r:rj=:esc adalr 



-!sdeg--3* 



Yes. Standardized instructions were distributed. : ORE persdhhel mdhi^dred .in a random 
selection prV.classropM w indicating that testing conditi(ins we?e reason- 

ablv consistent across the DisDtict-. -- - ~ - -, 

tJer« chera a?3Dl5=3 '^z.^. ^^.e isssr'^eg.t or the adalnloCrac:^ 



:ha-: sl;nr 



No known problems with the instrument, 
in the monitors' reports. 



Vho da?«l3-5ed ^h-a i ng t :r"^g ^? 

Educational Testing Service (ETS). 
Cbmpahy, Ihc, ; 



Problems in the admlhis craCioh are documented 



The STEP_ is published by Addison-Wcsley Publishing 



•^oa c j^ i.b 11: 



is are 

"r — 



The reliability subtests in the alternate ."foms , A and B, ranges from .58 to 
with parallel fdrns correlatiohs . As sunmarized by Kuder-Richardson. Formula 20 
ficients, the reliability of the subtests ranges fronj, .Z"^ .9^. The issues o 
content and construct vklidity ai'e addressed in the publisher's technical repor 
. pages 150-IjA. 



..93,_ 
_coef- 
f 
t , 



A £< B 



Mean, m.ediah, percentile rank, percen£ile band, converted, and stanine scores arie 
available for ^ach subtest of the STEP. . ^ . t. 
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STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 
SUMMER SCHOOL ,-1982 - 



Program Description 

baring the suininer of 1982, a suramer school program funded through SCE - 
monies was held on the campus of Fulmore Junior High School. The program 
lasted six weeks, from June 7 through July 15. The purpose .of the summer 
school program was to provic?'^ remedial instruction in the areas of math, 
reading, ^nd writing to students who were recommended fbr_ retention . in 
grades 7 and 8 the previous school year. The program would'_prdvide the 

retained students with the opportunity, to earn the number of points 

required for promotion to the next* grade. As in the summer school 1981, 
thiSc, year the program operated on a semester system basis and students had 
the opportunity to earn a maximum of three linits of credit. 'Additional 
information about the program will be furnished in later sections' of this 
report. 

Purpose 

This evaluation was conducted to determine whether or not the SCE Summer 
School Program had , an impaction s tudent 'achievement . The major questions 
of interest related to this objective were: 



9 - 



1. Who participated in the SCE Sammer School Program 

2. What activities were conducted? 

3. What student outcomes were achieved? 

Answers to these and associated questions will be presented in the Results 
section of this report. The following section describes the data collection 
procedures employed in the evaluation, ' , - 

i 



Procedure . ' 

The SCE Evaluator interviewed the Surraner School Coordinator to' obtain a* 
general description and information about' the summer school program. The 
questions includ.ed in Information Needs were given ' to the Summa4: School 
Coordtoatar to answer as soon as the data were available. A memo with 
the answers submitted is presented in Attachment 1. *A list of students 
recommended for retention at grades'? and 8 was obtained from the Office 
of Secondary School Management. A summer school file^was created merging 
the list of students recommended for retention and theNlis^t of students 
registered and attending summer schopl ( file format pressgnted in Attadh- 
ment 2). The achievement data included in the file are t^e students'^ 
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scores qn the ITBS , admiriis teried to^ all students in'-tshe soring of 1982 
and^ITBS administered in the spring of 1983 to students currently in, 
grades 7 and 8; and the^STEP administered in the \spring of 1983 to 
students currently enrolled in gracie 9 . , For detailed information on 
the achievement tests used^ see instrument de'scriptions* on .pages 2, 3, 
and 4 of this report and ORE Publication^ Nurnber 81,74 and 82.29, 



R^ults 




WHO PARTICIPATEH IN THE 1982 SCE SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM? 

* : . ■. . . . - > 

i .U ■ > ■ ■ 



1.^ How tnanyvGtudents were enrolled? 



.Out of 685 students recommended for retention' in 1982, 387 registereti 
in the summer school, program . The official student count taken, the . 
first fiill w^ek of the .program was 377^ and fcbe official count at the 
end of the program was~3?6 (55.3% of students recommended for retention) 
• ..." ' ' -■■ 

2. Who constituted the summer scho'ol program staff? ^ 

There were 21 teachers teaching exclusively reading, language arts, 
or mathematics, one special education teacher, one counselor intern, 
and a coordinator • 

3. How were students selected? 

At the students* home school^ recommendation was made based upon the 
pojint' system in ''j unior. high school and principal recommendation. . 
Registration and participation* in summer school was optional to 
eligible students, ' • • 

• 'Eligibility for summer school depended upon earning at least one point 
during the regular school year. If a student had not earned at least 
one point, -there woy.ld be no opportunity for promotion through summer , 
school because only a maximum of three points could be obtained and 
four points are required for promotion, 

- -- y 

Because of being* optional,- summer, school participation depends on . r 

many factors that were not controlled for or accdu-ited for in the 

results. It is ' important to point out, however, that -in general the 

students who were retained _|nd participated in* summer school had 

significantly lower pretest (1982) scores in all areas than all other 
..students fecommendeS for retention. Students who, were promoted after 
being recommended for retention had the., highesf pretest scores, re- 
: gardless of whether they decided to participaJce : in- summer school or 
not (see Figure 4 in Results section of this/report) . 



82.58 



What was the ethnic distribution o£ students served? -* 

Figure 1 gives the et:hnic_composition ^ by_gradei of the students par- 
ticipating in the 1982 SCE Summer School Program, , 



.GRADE 7 - GRADE 8 TOTAL 

ETHNICITY NUMBER PERCENTAGE NUMBER PERCENTAGE NUMBER PERCENTAGE 



•55^ 

Black . 


61 


37.2 


49 


. 26.9 


116 


31.8 




Hispanic * 


62 


37.8 


71 , 


3910 


i33 


38.4 




Anglo 


41 ' 


25.0 


62 


. 34.1 


103 


29.8 




:.TOTAL _ 


• 164 ■ 


-100.0 


182 


100.8 


346 


. . 100.0.- 





Figure 1, NUMBER' PERCENTAGE GF STUDENTS IN EACH ETHNIC -GROUP WHO 
FINISHED THE 1^82 SCE SU^mER SCHGGL PROGRAM. 



WHAT ACTIVITIES ^^^ERE CGNDUGJED? 



1. What subjects were taught? 

Students enrolled in the ^982 SCE Summer School Program were 
daily instructions in each of the three basic subject areas: 
writing, and math. . 

• 2. Whac noni^structional activities were part 6f the SCE Summer School" 
Program? 

Transportation of students from locations throughout the city to the 
" campus i'n which the program was impiem"ented . 

3« How much did the 1982 SCE Summer School Program cost? *' . 

Costs for the~SCE Summer School Program are shown in Figure 2; 
Instructional cost , per student (not including transportation) \ 
totaled $125.48 completed. ^ 



given 
reading , 



IG 



■ 3 
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STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 
Junior High School Summer School 



.6100 PAYROLL COST 
21-6111, 18-820 Coordinator 
11-6111,18-820 
11-6115,18-820 



21-6141,00-820 



Summer School Teachers (20) 
Staff Development Stipends 
Total Salaries 
PICA 

TOTAL 6100 



3,500 
30,045 
^ ,749 
$35,294 

$37,641 



6200 CONTRACTED SERV-iCES 
11-6285.18-820 Xeroxing and Printing 
TOTAL 6200 



300- 
$300 



6300 SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 
il-6391 . 18-820 Materials 
11-6399 .18-820 Postage 

TOTAL -6360 



5,285 
190 
$5,475 



: \ 

6400 OTHER OPERATING COSTS 
11-6413.18-820 Transportation for Students 
-TOTAL 64'00 



6 ,584 
$6,586. 



TOTAL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL SU^iER SCHOOL 



$50,002 



Figure 2 



ACTUAL SUMMER SCHOOL EXPENDITURES CHARGED TO SCE (452.) ACCOUNT. 
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WHAT STUDENT OUTCOMES WERE ACHIEVED? 



1. ' What was the student attendance for summer school? 

Overall, attendance in summer school was 94.46% (.54% lower than the 
\ previous year). On the average, out of 28 days, seventh graders 
were absent 1.3 days and eighth graders were absent 1.8 days. 

2. - How: many students completed the program? 



Three, hundred and forty-six students completed the program, 
represents 89.4% of those enrolled. 



This 



3. 



How many students passed on to the next grade (8 or 9)? 

» 

Of the 346' students who attended arid completed summer school, 317 
got enough points to be promoted to the next grade. ^However, 320 
.were promoted- to the next grade by the time ITBS was administered. 
One hundred and fifty-5hree students were promoted from grade 7 to 
8 and 167 sti^dents were promoted from ^rade 8 to 9- ^ • - 

A summary of all the students recommended for retention, participation 
in summers, and pxomotion/.retGntion by junior high campus is presented 
in Figure 3. 



CAMPUS 








Grade 7 












Grade 8 
















Retai 




Tot,il 








1 


RccHlnfd 


Total 






Noii- 
SS * 






Ndo- 
SS 


Tut*i I 


" R 
for 
R ' 


5S 


Nnii- 






Non- 


Total 


-1 
for 
R 


Fillmore » 


9 


1 


10 




6 


10 


20^ 


5 


2 


7 


0 


8 


8 


1 

15 


l.ainn r 


22 


3 


25 


3 


15 


19 


AA 


6 


I 


7 


T 


9 


}2 


19 


Burner. 


9 


3 


12 


1 


5 


6 


18 


19 


fy 


25 


5 




9 


3'* 


0. Henrv 


9 


. 1 * 


10 


0 


5 


5 


15 


9 


2 


11 


2 


12 


lA 


25 


- ^— *^ 

Pe.irce 


AO 


6 


Aft 


7 


IK 


'25 


71 


y* 


7 


A I 


3 


1 2 


15 


56 


Pot r. e r 


25 


ft 


29 




2A ^ 


~- 25 


5 A 


23 


2 • 


25 


5 


•JO 


2") 


50 


^U» rein 


15 


3 


/■ 


7 


lA 


21 


39 


25 


1 


26 


2 


8 


10 


36 


MiJi'. h l.son 


0 


0 ' 


0 


n 


A 


A 


A 


1 , 


n 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


Bodlchek 


21 


5 


26 


A 


20 


2A 


50 


32 


7 


39 


2 


• lA 


16 


55. 


Dob 1 c 


3 


8 


11 


1 


5 


6 


17 


9 


13 


22 


3 


5 


a 


30 


Rohh ins 


0 


1 


1 


b 


3 


*^3 


A 


A 


. ft 


JO 


0 


8 


8 


















TOTAL 1 


153 


35 


188 


28 


120 


1A8 


336 


167 


A 7-^ 


2] A 


25 


100 


1 


339 



*.SS - St.iKlcnrs n 1 1 <»rid i nji ■?»imm»*r srUfol . 
Ni)n-S^- Sr luloiits not ,i r. ti?nd I ng suinm«' r 
R'^o r ft - RecoTTtmended for retention. 



Figure 3. NU^ER OF JUNIOR HIGH STUDENTS RECOMMENDED^FOR RETENTION, 

•PARTICIPATION IN SUMMER SCHOOL XiS2, AND PROMOTION/ RETENTION. 
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4. How did students perform on the ITBS given February 1983?^ 
Data Analyses 

Achieveinent gains for all student recdminended for rfetention^were^ 
analyzed. In order to determine the combined effect of attending 
summer school and promotion/retention^ a four-grdup achievement 
analyses was performed for ITBS readings math, language, and composite 
scores for ali^students who were recommended for retention in grade 7 
and for students retained in grade 8 in 1982. These analyses are not 
possible for students recommended for retention at grade 8 who were 
promoted because these students do not hav'e 1983 ITBS scores for the 
comparisons. 

A comparison of gains realized by students w:;o^ although recommended 
for retention in grade 8, were promoted to grade 9 was performed. 
Multiple regressions were performed comparing promoiied students who 
attended summer school anH students vho did not attend.' 

Caution | 

Because the number'cf stddents with valid scores^ who were promoted 
without attending summer / school is very low^ these comparisons must, be 
considered with cautip^ 

It is important, when interpreting summer school results to keep in 
mind that summer school attendance is voluntary. This makes the stu- 
dents attending sununer school a self-selected group. The motivation 
factors involved irf making the decision of whether to go to summer 
school or not have not been considered in the analyses. 



Interpjg^ting Resul^ts- 

For the purpose of these analyses and the interpretation of, the results, 
all students recommended for retention were divided into four groups as 
follows : 

' ■ Did Not 
Attended Attend 
Summer * Summer 
School School 



Promoted 



Retained ^ 



Group 1 


Group 3 


Group 2 


Group ^ 



Hqv do achievement gains realized by students recbmmehded for retention 
at' grade 7 who attended summer school compare with achievement' gains 
realized by students who. did not attend summer school? 

Figure 4 presents tRe average grade Equivalent (G.E.) scores obtained 
by students recommended for retention in 1982. Examination of Figure 4 
reveals that : 

. Gains achieved by students promoted from grade 7 to grade 8 are 
higher than the gains achieved by students retained regardless of 
whether the students participated in summer school or not. Students 
'promoted from grade 7 to grade 8 made gains of 3.5 months in composite 
scores, 4.1 months in math, 3.7 months in reading, and 4.5 months in 
language larger than the gains achieved by students retained at grade 7. 

. Students attending summer school acf]ieved on the average, higher gains 
than students not attending summer school regardless of being pro- 
moted or retained. Students attending summer school achieved gains 
of 2,6 months in composite scores, 2.4 months math, 3.5 months 
in reading, and 4.5 months in language higher than students not^ 
attending summer schocl. : • : 

. An analysis of gains achieved by each group separately shows tjiat Group 
(summer school - promot'ed) had the highest gains in ail tests and in 
composite scores. The second highest gains were achieved by Group 3 
(no summer school - promoted) followed by Group 2 (summer school-re- 
tained). The lowest gains 'were achieved by Group 4 (no summer schooi- 
retaihed) . 

. On the average, students recommended for retention at grade 7 scored 
one year and four months belcDw grade level in February 1982. 

Seventh-grade students who attended summer school made their larg-est 
gains in language, but the gains achieved in all three areas and 
comjDosite scores represent almost ?r year's gain (-95- .99 G.E. gains) . 
The range of gains for student's recommended for retention at grade 7 
not attending summer school was from .52 in language to .72" in math. 

How do achievement gains realized by students recommended for reten- 
tion at grade 8_ who attended summer school compare "with achievement^ 
gains realized by students who did not attend summer school? 

Achievement gains achieved by students recommended for retention at 
grade 8 were analyzed through two sets of r*egressidn analyses. One 
set included the students who were promoted to grade 9 and the other 
set was done on thg gains achieved by students retained in grade 8. 
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A comparisgn between students prompted and retained was not done 
because the tests used in grade 8 (ITBS)_and the te;sts' used in 
grade^ 9 (STEP) are not directly comparable. 

Retaiqed Students 

No significant effect of participating in suiraiier school was shown 
through gains of composite or math scores.. The reading and^ language 
scores of students attending summer school were different from stu- 
dents not attending summer school, but _ given, the large difference 
in number .of students in each group (10 and 104)_ and the interaction 
of the regression lines, it is not possible to determine the specific 
impact of summer school on retained eighth graders (Attachment 3 
presents regression lines of groups that differed significantly). 

P- rbmdted Stu d ents 

Significant- differences in gains were found in math _and language scores, 
but only in language was the difference clearly _in favor of students^ 
attending summer school. V In math again, the different number of 'students 
in eadh group, the large' difference in pretest scores for each group, 
and the regression line interaction do not allow a definite conclusion 
about the effect of summer^ school on promoted students (see regression 
lines in Attachment 3) , ^ • 

Conclusions 

It is" clear that seventh graders benefited from attending summer school. 
The benefit is highet when students are promoted to grade 8. A better 
assessment of the effect of summer school on eighth graders may be pos- 
sible in the future if the District adopts a test that allows a continu- 
ous analysis of achievement gains from junior to senior high school. 

The combined effect of attending summer school and being promoted to 
the ne:^t: grade on one hand, and not attending summer school and being* 
retained seems to account for the significant difference in^ achi.-vement 
gains between summer school and nonsummer school students. 

The results of this evaluation must be considered along with the finding* 
reported in Retentio n and Promoti on 1982-83 Fi nal Evaluation Report (ORE 

Publication 82.42)^ "Mot her Got Ti red^of Taking Care of My Baby A Study 

of Dropouts from AISD (ORE Publication 82. AA), and Dropout Interviews; 
Summer 1982, Final Tec hnical - Report (ORE Publication 82.16). 
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32^58 __ • (Pa ^ 2) 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL District 

AUSTIN. TEXAS . ' 

JULY 16, 1-982 



TO: JERRY RICHARD, MAUDE SIMS, AND ORE 
"FROM: LINDA D. GhARK 
RE: SUMMER SCHOOL INFORMATION 



THE F0LLCV;TNG INFORMATION WAS REQUESTED BY ORE-. 

HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE ENROLLED? ^ 
387 registered , 

377 official count taken from the first full week of Summer School 
346 official count- on duly 15, 1982 

HOW MANY TEACHERS WERE THERE? " - 

_ _ _ ^ ' : • 

21 teachers • ^ \ 

WHAT OTHER STAFF WERE THERE? 
One Special Education Teacher 
One Counselor Intern 

HOW WERE THE STUDENTS SELECTED? 

Students were selected by Home School Principal s. ^ 

Selection was based upon the point system in the Junior High School • 

and the Principal recommendation. • 

WHAT WAS THE ETHNiC^TY OF THE STUDENTS SERVED? ( FROM FINAL OFFICIAL .COUNT) 
8th grade students 

Male' 125 V ^. ' 

Female 57 s 
Black 49 • ■ 

Hispani^ 71 ' • . 

Anglo 52 

jj ents' 



Male 122 / 

ii 

Female - 42 X 



I 

82,58 ^Attachment 1 ' 

' * ■ ' (cantinued, page 2 of 2) 

Blaefc . 61 • . • f 

Hispanic '62 ' , . . 

Ahgla 41 • - . * ' . ^ 

. \ 

SEVENTH GRADE STUDENT = 164 ' ... 
. EiGTH GRADE STUDENTS = 182: 

WHAT. AREAS DID THE TEACHERS TEACH? 

MATH . •. . . . . ■ ^ ' ' 

READING ' 

WRITING ' • • 

- - - - - ... - 

HOW MUCH DID THE 1982 SCE SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM COST? 

***This information must t^e gathered . ^rom Finance. 
WHAT WAS THE ATTENDANCE FOR SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM? 

AVERAGE PERCENTAGES 

SEVENTH GRADE 95.30% 
EIGTH GRADE 
TOTAL AV6. 94.46% 

HOW MANY STUDENTS COMPLE-ED THE PROG,RAM? 

346 Completed the program - :7j> 

29 .Students failed to ge't poijits needed 
317 StuSents, were promoted to the next grade ' 
167 Eight grade students promoted to the Ninth. . •• 

150 Seventh grade students promoted to the Eight. 

HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM ON THE ITBS, GIVEN IN FEBRUARY 1983? 
*** This information must be gathered after February 1983. 

12 . 
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Attachment 3 
(Page i of 20 ) 



Regressi^ai analyses on- ITBS: > 

Studentis recdtttmended for retention at grade 7: retained 

- * ^ promoted 

Students racbminended for retention at grade 8: retained 



The following pages include the significance tests based on the regression 
analyses of .achievement scores obtained on 1982 and 1983 ITBS, CALCF/n/O 
was used to calculate the F's and DF's for seven model comparisons from 
the^ number of cases and the residual sums of squares obtained ia the 
regression analyse*! (for detail explanation of analyses, see Standard 
ORE Progress Testing - SORE SPOT (ORE Publication 8i.01), Regression 
lines were plotted only for the models indicating a difference in re- 
gression slopes. 
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F 7AEtJES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS --FOUR GROUP CASE 



GRADE"- 7 ' 
TEST - ITBS COMPOSItE 
SUHBER OF CASES - 177 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILIHEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUAJCiS, MODEL ' 64.81299 
SUM OF "squares, model 5 - 69.67709 



DF - 4, 165' ' F - 3.095739372616309 



MODEL I VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL l ' 64.81299 
.SUM^OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 ■ 66.2956 



DF - 3,. L65 



MODEL 2 VS J^DEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUAKES, MODEL 2' =■ 65.2956 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 67.73952. 



F - 1.2581*35907632098 



DF - 3, 168 ? - . 1.219681547493348 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL L - 6iv.31299 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 67.73952 



DF - 6, 165 



F - 1.241719831163476 



MODELS VS MODEf 4— EQUM- QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 67.73952 
5L^ OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 73. 38313 



DF 



3, 171 



F - 4.743906103851931 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MOEJEL 5 ■ 69. 67709 
5DM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 « 70.61U3 

MODEL 6. VS MODEL 7--CdMMdN LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 ' 70.pi43 
.Z-Sim^OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 75.91306 



DF 
V 



r69 



DF =« 3, 172 



.7554059256301691 



308746992755517 
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STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 7 
-Composite Scores- 
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Attachment 3 ^ 
(continued, page 4 cf 20) 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — FOUR GRO(/P CASE 



GRADE -«_7__ 

TEST - ITBS READING 

NUMBER OF CASES - 216 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR ^S LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 130.886 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - U2. 73155 



DF -.4, 204 



.615643002307351 



MODEL 1 VS MODE-L 2— COMMON QUADRATIC "PORTION 

t" _ 

SUM OF SQCARES, MODEL I - -130. 386 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 135.72206 



DF - 3, 204 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL .3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR' SLOPES 
■ SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 135. 72206 
SUM OF SQUAREsT MODEL 3 » 137.83882 



F - 2. 512507678437726 



DF - 3, 207 F - I.076U370l326077 



MODEL I VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, .MODEL 1 - 130.886 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 137.83882 



DF «■ 6, 204 



1. 806 1 20440638844 



5deL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL^ QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUAHaS. model -3 - 137.83882 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL' 4 » 149.24797 



DF 



3, 210 



5.794017.244198696 



MODEL 5 VS ^DEL 6— COMMON LINEAi; SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 142-73155 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 145.9289 



DF - 3, t08 



? - 1,553145981623079 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 145.9289 
SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 7 " 155.48005 



OF - 3, 211 



4.603366548138624 
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STUDENTS REee^NBED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 7 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—FOUR GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 7 

TEST - tXBS MATH 

NUMBER OF CASES - 194 



.MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I • lU. 25984 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 * 124.33065 



DF - 4, 132 F - 5.345341634501721 



MODEL I VS" MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC ?ORTIO^^ V 

• - /"-^ - - 

SUM CF SQUARES. MODEL Kj/ • 1 1 i . 25984 - _. _ __ 

DF - 3, 182 F - .9052029315639258 

SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 2 • 112.91994. 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 112.91994 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 114.45393 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LI^IEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I -» '111 .25984 
SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 114. 45393 



9 



DF - 3, t85 F - .837726711509054^ 



DF - 6, 182 F « .3708209239440443 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS ^ 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3* 11:. 45393 

V DF =• 3,. 138 F - 6. 354335116903954 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL A * 126.05944 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--C0MM0N LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 * 124.33065 _ ' * 

^ _ . . . DF - 3, 136, r » .7500843744858931 

3uM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 125 .83432 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 125.83482 

^ DF - 3, 13^ F « 4.7387622917 ^9086 

SUM OF SQUARES, 'model 7 - 135 .29992 
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STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR EtETENTION AT GRADE 7 
4. 
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(continued, pnge 8 of 20) 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESatTS-rOUR GROUP r^-t 

G RADE * ^ " ~ 

TEST.- ITBS LANGUAGE : 
SUMBERr OF CASES - 202 

MODEL I VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR ' ' 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 157 . 12936 . a, .190 F - U 41 9 2560830 1 3 333 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 =• 161.82425 

MODEL 1 VS .MODEL 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 

SUM OF squares', MODEL t - 157 . 12936 _ ^ ^ 1.564528742432348 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 161.01094 



MODEL 



2 Vs ^ODEL 3-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES ^ 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 161.010#4 ^ ^ ^ . 2.437 516274774041 

SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 3 - 167.11146 



MODEL. 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 157.12935 ^ ^ , 2.0113171321. :02 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 167.-11146 



M0DEt3 VS MODEL 4^-£QUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 ' 167.1U46 ^ ^^^^.^ ^ - 4. S0^.:> : : -00879 



SUM OF SQUARES, y©DEL. 4 - 179.40032 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 151.32424 _ r - 2.73832700630^29 

SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 6 " 163-67673 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 1S3. 57673 ^ ^ ^ i . 7279231498995 1 5 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 130.^2127 
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STUtDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 7 
-Language- 
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(continuedj page 10 of 20) 



F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— T.VO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 8 . . . . . 

TEsi_- ITBD RETAINED. COMPOSITE 
NUMBER OF CASES « 47 



MODEL I VS MODEL 5— -CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUAR£S, MODEL 1 - 23.62127 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 24.46715 



DF - 2, 41 



.734ld70145678028 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 23*.62127 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 24.3989 



DF - 1. 41 



F - 1.349750881303164 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALL2L CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 24.3989 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - '25.00587 



DF « 1, 42 



1.044831^29290255 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
,SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 23.62127 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 25.00587 



DF " 2, 4t 



F - 1 .201641571346502 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 25.00587 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 25.0489 



DF - 1. 43 



F - .07399^22615569847 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES* 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 24. 46715*'' 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 25.80828 



DF « 1, 43 



F » 2.356980277637567 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 25,80828 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 25.80897 



DF - 1, 44 



F » i.l76366654424184D-03 



o 

ERIC 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO CROUP CASE 



GRADE ■ 3 ' 

TEST » ITBS RETAINED READING 
NUMBER OF CASES - 52 



MO^L 1 



VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 44.92834 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 51.63144 



DF - 2, 46 



F - 3.431493351412494 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-7C6MMON QUADRATIC PORTION 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I " i*4.92S34 

SUM OF SQtteRES, MODEL 2 - 48.37217 
* t 



T)F - 1, 46 F « 3.525974474017958 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODSL 2 « 48.37217 
SUM OF SQUARES, HODEL 3 - 48.54676 



DF - i, 47 



.1696374175481491 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 " : 44.92834 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL -3 - 48.54676 



DF - 2, 46 



1 .852364454150766 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 43.54676 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 52.2^913 



DF - 1, 48 



F » 3.710108769359684 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 51.63144 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 52.61307 



DF - 1, 48 



F - .9125881439680939 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 « 52.61307 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 55.54944 



DF «• 1 , 49 



F * 2.73472218975247 
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STUDENTS REee^^ENDED FOR RETENTION AT> GRADE 8 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— T-^O GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 8 

TEST_"" ITBS. RETAINED. MATH 
NUMBER OF CASES - 52 - 

MODEL I VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 420.81939 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 433.74975 



DF « 2, 46 



.7067123974491769 



MODEL t VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 1 - 420.81939 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 427.43401 



DF - 1, 46 



.7285132940285855 



MODEL 2 VS JfflDEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 " 427.48401 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 43A.5975 



DF 



1. 47 



.7820971596107192 



MODEL 1 ,7S MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAT. SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 420.81939 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 434.5975 



DF - 2, 46 



.7530464078663298 



M0DEL3 VS '^^ObEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 3 - 434.5975 
s6m of squares, model 4 - 438.04895 



: MODEL. 5 VS >CDEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 » 433.74975 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6- 435.75605 



MODEL 6 VS >K)DEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 435.75605 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 440.38949 



DF - 1, 48 F - .3812023769119688 



I 

DF - 1, 48 F - .2220229521746118 



DF - 1, 49 .F - .5210221636624437 



3Z 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 8 

TEST - ITBS . RETAINED I-ANGUAGE 
NUMBER OF CASES - 50 



HODEL i VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR. VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 30.48502 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 32.98841 



DF - 2, 44 



F = 1.806611247097755 



MODEL t VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 30,48502 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 31.4675 



DF - 1, 44 F « 1.41804466587196 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 31.4675 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL^ 3 - 36.04242 



DF « 1, 45 F - 6.542350043695878 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 30.48502 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3' - 36.04242 



DF - 2, 44 



4.010586182984299 



MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4~£QUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 36.04242 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 36.71616 



DF - 1, 46 



F - .8598767785293002 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--C0MM0N LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 » 32.98841 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 36.3t8tl 



DF « 1, 46 



F - 4.643030638657016 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 — COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 » 36.31311 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 36.83738 



DF - 1, 47 



F - .6719977994449609 



82,58 



Attachment 3 

Ccontintied, page 15 of 20) 



STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 8 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS — TWO GROUP CASE 



GRADE - 8 • 

TEST - ITBS -STEP PROMOTED READING 
NUMBER OF CASES - 115 



•MODEL 1 ,VS MODEL 5 — CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 51.74795 
SUM OF SQUARES,. MODEL 5 - 52.40854 



DF » 2. 109 




MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
SUli OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 51 .74795 
• SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 51.76171 

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 — PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 51.76171 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 52; 04089 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUA5ES, MODEL 1 - 51.74795 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 52;04089 



DF - t, 109 



DF - 1. 110 




DF 



z/ 109 

/ 



;028983 



563600104^ 



.5932918367650513 



F « .3085190814322111 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 52.04089 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 32.45205 




ill 



F - .876'" ;88525907219 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUAPES, MODEL 5 - 52.40854 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 53.05363 



DF - 1, 111 



F 1.366284769619609 



MODEL 6 VS MOOEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS 
""•-SUM OF. SQUARES, MODiiL 6 « 53.05363 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 53.23436 



DF - 1/ 112 



F * .381956145130878 
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VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS— TWO GROUP CASE 



GB.ADE -.8_ _ . 

TEST - ITBS-STEP PROMOTED MATH 
.NUMBER OF CASES " 111 



MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 
^tJM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 " 128.2797 
SUM OF, SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 135-08183 



DF - 2, 105 F - 2-78385297907619 



MODEL 1 VS yODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 
iSUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 128.2797 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 129.14835 



DF » 1, 105 



.7110107834676901 



MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 129.14835 " 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 133.13383 



DE - 1, 106 F 



^.27112874A5793S9 



MODEL I VS ^©DEL 3— PA^LEL LINEAR SLOPES 
SyM OF SQUARES, Mi^EL 1 - 128.2797 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 133.13383 



DF « 2, 105 



F - 1.986610703018481 



M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS 
SUM OF SQU/JiES, MODEL 3 « 133.13383 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - ^4. 04949 



DF - 1, 107 



F - .7359182861335866 



MODEL 5 VS MODEL '^—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES 

SUM 0? SQUARES, MODEL 5 « 135 .08183 ' 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 1 40. 11499 



DF - 1, 107 



F 3.986828724485005 



MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— COMMON LINEAR INTER^pPTS 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 140.1,1499 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - Uo. 63402 



DF - 1<- 108 



/ 



F » .4000659743828985 
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STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 8 
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F VALUES FOR SPSS' REGRESSION SESULTS— r^O GROUP CASE 

GRACE - 8 

TEST - ITBS _ STEP_?RO>iO'rED LANGUAGE ' ' 

NUMBER OF CASES- 113 ' ^ ■ ■ 

MODEL i' VS MODEL 5— -CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR 

SUM OF SQUARFS, MODEL 1 - 149.15193 ^ ^ ^ .8673018621677049 

SUM OF SQUARES/ MODEL 5 - 151.56992 

MODEL 1 VS riODEL 2— COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 

SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 1 - 149.15198 ^ ^ . 15U39528955633 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 149.36266 ^ • 

MODEL* 2 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES 

SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 2 - 149.36266 .^^ ^ .^^^ ^ i .40999095 7579925D-03 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 149.36461 

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3— PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES 

^ SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 149.15198 . ^ .07626921881962305 
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 149.36461 _ 

M0DEL3 VS MODEL 4— EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS ' — ' ^ 

SUK OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 149.36461 ^ • ^ j. . .8149935913555283 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 150.48141 

' ' ■. ^. 

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6— COMMON LINEAR SLOPES - ' « 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 151.56992^ DF - 1 , 109 ' r « 7 . 3855683238431 71D-03 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 * 151.58019 

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7— C0^W0N LINEAR INTERCEPTS 

^SUM Or SQUARES. MODEL 6 - 151 .58019 . i ^ no . F - .4515161248973232 

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 152.202-8* 
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STUDENTS ftEGOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 8 
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